Many firms now offer alternative work arrangements to help full-time employees
Labor force participation rates of wives and mothers increased dramatically during the latter half of the 1900s. In 1960, 3 out of 10 wives and 1 out of 4 married mothers of children under age 18 engaged in paid employment (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1998). By 1997, 6 out of 10 wives and almost 3 out of 4 mothers of children under age 18 were employed outside the home. The labor force participation rate for mothers of preschoolers increased by 342% between 1960 and 1997 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1998).
The involvement in market work by wives and mothers was called a "subtle revolution" (Smith, 1979) because it forced a rethinking of societal norms regarding the division of work and family responsibilities and the role of employers in helping employees meet family time demands. Initially, employed wives and mothers found themselves working two shifts, one in the market and another in the home (Hochschild, 1989) . Considerable research has documented the disproportionate amount of time that employed married women, as compared with their spouses, have devoted to household work (see, e.g., Bryant & Zick, 1996; Fox & Nickols, 1983; Galinsky & Bond, 1998; Hochschild, 1989; Nickols & Metzen, 1982; Sanik, 1981) . In recent years, however, there is some evidence that married men are beginning to devote less time to market work and more time to household work. The labor force participation rate for married men older than age 16 was about 11 percentage points lower in 1997 than it was in 1960 (77.7% versus 89.2%, respectively) (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1998). The 1997 National Survey of the Changing Workforce found that, although married women still devote more time to household tasks than married men do, the gap between their efforts has closed somewhat during the past 20 years. In 1997, on a workday, men spent 2.1 hours on household tasks, whereas women spent 2.9 hours. These figures represented an increase of nearly an hour per day for men and a reduction of about half an hour per day for women compared with 1977 (Families and Work Institute, 1998) . Employed married men now report experiencing work-family conflict levels nearly equal to those of their employed spouses, although the reasons given for the conflict differ. Men cite excessive work hours, whereas women point to incompatible work and family schedules (Milkie & Peltola, 1999; Levine & Pittinsky, 1997; Pleck, Staines, & Lang, 1980) .
Many employers have implemented family-friendly workplace policies designed to help harried workers meet conflicting work and family demands. These workplace policy innovations often involve alternative work arrangements that reconfigure the hours, place, and schedule of employment. For example, in 1997, nearly 30% of full-time workers older than age 16 reported being able to vary the start and finish of their workday, an increase of 183% as compared with 1991 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1995 Census, , 1998 .
Taking these trends together, it is clear that, contrary to historical precedent, a larger proportion of married women, especially those with preschool-age children, are entering and remaining in the labor force. Married men, on the other hand, are increasing their daily involvement with home and family. Employers are beginning to offer their employees various options in setting a daily work schedule that were not possible under a traditional work arrangement. What is not known, however, is whether or not there are gender differences in personal, family, and work characteristics that could motivate use of an alternative work schedule. Also, it is not known if married men and married women use alternative work schedules for the same purposes and if they are equally satisfied with such work arrangements.
No single data set addresses all of these issues. Therefore, this study uses two data sources, complementary in their strengths and weaknesses, to examine gender differences in the use of alternative work arrangements among married workers.
BACKGROUND
Employers seeking to recruit and retain employees are responding to the work-family conflict that workers experience by instituting a wide range of family-friendly workplace policies. Glass and Estes (1997) define three types of "family responsive" workplace policies: those that reduce work hours to provide more time for family responsibilities; those that allow flexibility in scheduling work hours, with no reduction in the number of work hours; and those that provide other resources to families (e.g., child care, elder care). This article focuses on the first two of these policies, namely alternative work arrangements. 1 An alternative work arrangement is a permanent work arrangement that differs from the standard on-site, 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., 5-day-aweek schedule, with the exception of fixed-time, on-site shift work. The alternative work arrangements considered in this study are job sharing, flextime, compressed workweek, and flexiplace. These alternative work arrangements reconfigure the hours, place, or schedule of employment. Because these arrangements can be viewed as familyfriendly benefits that are offered by the employer, we assume that an employee makes a deliberate choice to participate (or not) in the benefit.
Job sharing is a work arrangement that reduces work hours (policy option 1). Two workers may share responsibility for one full-time job, or two workers may share a job that has unrelated assignments for the workers but the same budget for one full-time position (U.S. Department of Labor, 1989) . Although recent estimates of job sharing are lacking, Solomon (1994) reports that in the early 1990s, at least 30% of large firms offered job sharing.
Flextime, compressed workweek, and flexiplace are alternative work arrangements that maintain full-time hours but allow flexibility in hours or location of work (policy option 2). Flextime or a flexible schedule allows employees to choose their arrival and departure times while being on the job during a core time set by the employer. In 1998, 27.6% of full-time employees worked a flexible schedule (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1998). A compressed workweek condenses the traditional 5-day, 40-hour week into fewer days with longer work hours per day. The most frequently used compressed work schedule is the 12-hour day, where 3 days on the job are followed by 3 days off. Other variations include working four 10-hour days or alternating day and night shifts. Maiwald, Pierce, Newstrom, and Sunoo (1997) report 20% of American workers use some form of compressed workweek. Flexiplace is working somewhere besides the office; most often it is working at home. About 18% of the labor force does some jobrelated work at home (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1998). Although this is not a precise measure of flexiplace, the American Telecommuting Association reports that about 10 million employees now communicate with their place of employment via phone, fax, Internet, or e-mail (Williams, 1996) .
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Job sharing, compressed workweeks, and flexiplace are relatively new work arrangements, so less is known about their uses and outcomes. Flextime has been the focus of relatively more research than other types of alternative work arrangements. Thus, the literature review focuses on the consequences of flextime use and the characteristics of workers who use flextime.
Consequences of Flextime Use
The consensus of numerous studies conducted in both the private and public sector and in a variety of occupational settings is that flexible schedules decrease absenteeism, reduce tardiness, decrease commuting time, and increase productivity (see Glass & Estes, 1997 for a review; McGuire & Liro, 1986; Petersen, 1980; Ralston, 1990; Ronen & Primps, 1980) . Flexible schedules also improve worker morale and increase job satisfaction (McGuire & Liro, 1986; Ralston, 1989; Ronen, 1984; Thomas & Ganster, 1995) . Baltes, Briggs, Huff, Wright, and Neuman (1999) , in a meta-analysis of flextime and work outcomes research, found that although flextime leads to positive work-related outcomes, effect size depends on the outcome in question and the group analyzed. For example, flextime has a greater impact on reducing absenteeism than on increasing productivity; and flextime use affects work outcomes of blue-collar, service, and administrative support workers but not of managers and professionals.
Flextime benefits extend beyond the workplace in the form of increased family time, greater household production time, and decreased work-family conflict (for a review, see Christensen & Staines, 1990; Ezra & Deckman, 1996; Ralston, 1990) . Winett and Neale (1980) found that flextime allowed federal government employees to increase time spent with their families and lowered perceived difficulty in accomplishing family activities and household chores. Bohen and Viveros-Long (1981) compared levels of work-family stress and family time for workers with a flextime schedule and workers with a standard schedule; workers on flextime experienced less work-family stress than standard-time employees did, and 33% of flextime respondents reported spending more time with family. Ralston (1990) interviewed 115 women 10 months after flextime was introduced in two workplaces in a southern state. More than three fourths of the women on flextime schedules reported easier coordination of work and family responsibilities. More than 60% of flextime workers reported decreased absenteeism, and 40.5% indicated an increase in their work productivity due to flextime. Ezra and Deckman (1996) found that among federal employees, parents with flexible work schedules were more satisfied with their work-family balance than were parents with standard work schedules.
Not all researchers would agree with these findings, however. After analyzing data gathered from a nationally representative sample of workers, Galinsky, Bond, and Friedman (1996) concluded that flextime policies did little to reduce work-family conflict for employed parents. Wharton (1994) reached a similar conclusion in her qualitative study of real estate agents, in which she argued that "flexibility itself is not adequate for accommodating the demand of families and wage work" (p. 189).
Characteristics of Flextime Workers
Although the benefits of flextime use have been well researched, relatively little is known about which workers use flextime. Presser (1989) and Mellor (1986) both used the Current Population Survey (CPS), May 1985 supplement on work schedules, to assess characteristics of workers who have a flexible work schedule. Presser (1989) found that among employed women, married women were more likely to have flexible work schedules as compared with unmarried women; mothers of school-age children were more likely than mothers of preschool-age children to use flexible work schedules. A slightly higher percentage of men used flextime as compared with women. However, a smaller proportion of men with children under age 14 used flextime as compared with women with children under age 14. These findings suggest that employed married men may use flextime more than employed married women, but working mothers will use flextime more than working fathers. Mellor (1986) also notes that men were more likely to use flexible schedules, as were Whites (as compared with Blacks and Hispanics) and those ages 35 to 55 or older than 64. Finally, flexible schedules were used primarily by employees in nonmanufacturing industries (Baltes et al., 1999 ).
An intriguing finding in the research on the characteristics of flextime users is the persistence of gender differences. Family-responsive workplace policies have developed to a great degree in response to women's increased presence in the labor force (Armstrong-Stassen, 1998) . Given the impetus for such policies, along with women's continuing disproportionate share of domestic labor, one would expect employed women to be more likely than employed men to use flextime. This is not the case. Research has consistently documented men's greater use of flextime (Ezra & Deckman, 1996; Mellor, 1986; Presser, 1989) . This gender difference exists across occupations, industries, and the public and private sectors ("Flexible Work Schedules," 1998) .
The greater use of flextime by men is less surprising when one considers that men are more likely to be in jobs that afford greater autonomy (Adler, 1993) . This autonomy may translate into an increased ability to set their own hours. Gender differences in flextime use may also reflect women's perceptions (whether accurate or not) of employers' responses. Thompson, Beauvais, and Lyness (1999) report that employees who perceive the organizational culture of their workplace as family friendly and who have the support of managers are more likely to use family-supportive programs. These findings imply the converse may also be true. Women may be unwilling to ask supervisors for permission to use flextime in unsupportive environments for fear that such a request will be interpreted as demonstrating a lack of work commitment. Gender differences in flextime use may also reflect unmeasured differences in the sorting of women and men into firms that allow flextime use. Flextime policies are more likely to be formalized in large organizations. Because women are more likely to be employed by small firms, they may have less access to flextime policies (Glass & Estes, 1997) .
Many aspects of employment are gendered, including earnings (England & Browne, 1992) , authority (Wright, Baxter, & Birkelund, 1995) , and work-related travel (Presser & Hermsen, 1996) . Flextime use may represent yet another dimension of the gendered workplace. To the degree that flexibility in work hours is a desirable job characteristic, gender differences in flextime use may represent a continuing gap in the quality of women's and men's employment and in the chances that women can reduce work-family imbalance. This study uses national survey data to compare the factors associated with married women's and men's use of flextime, augmenting and updating the limited existing literature on flextime use and users. Data from a local survey are then used to further explore gender differences in flextime as well as other forms of alternative work arrangements. Gender differences in uses for and satisfaction with those alternative work arrangements are examined.
METHODS
No theory or conceptual framework was found in the literature that explained the factors associated with use of alternative work schedules. Consequently, in framing this study, it was reasoned that employee decisions to participate in an alternative work schedule would be influenced by factors in their personal and family life and in their employment situation.
Two sets of data are used in this study. The 1997 CPS supplement on work schedules provides information on the socioeconomic and demographic characteristics of a representative sample of workers across the United States. Although these data offer the advantages of a national sample and generalizability, three major limitations are present for this study. One, data are available on flexible schedules but not on other alternative work arrangements. Two, no report of reasons why an employee used a flexible schedule is given. Three, workers using flextime do not evaluate that experience. To address these issues, an exploratory survey of employees of a midwestern service industry was conducted. Although findings of this local survey cannot be generalized to a larger population of workers, they provide insight into reasons why employees use an alternative work schedule and how employees evaluate such a schedule-issues that the CPS does not address. Given the differences in the two surveys, the details on the data, sample, and variables are reported separately for each survey. The empirical analysis is then described.
CPS SUPPLEMENT ON WORK SCHEDULES

Data
Data from the CPS, May 1997 supplement on work schedules, are used to address the question: What factors are associated with employed married women's and men's use of flextime? The CPS is a household sample survey of the noninstitutionalized civilian population of the United States (U.S. Department of Commerce, 1998). Data on work schedules were obtained from each person 15 years old or older in the household who was currently employed.
Sample
Individuals are included in the analysis if they are married and employed full-time but not self-employed. Research indicates that the largest gender difference in flextime use exists among married people ("Flexible Work Schedules," 1998); it is also reasonable to expect that the needs and resources of single individuals differ from those of married individuals. It is important to note that the individuals selected were not married to each other.
Part-time and self-employed workers were excluded to simplify analysis. Reasons for selecting part-time or self-employment are not known. Although some may opt for part-time work to gain schedule flexibility, others may work part-time for substantially different reasons (e.g., desired full-time employment might not be available). The same may be said for self-employment. Furthermore, the work-time commitment of self-employment can vary widely, ranging from a few hours to more than 40 hours per week. It did not seem reasonable to presume that all part-time or self-employment reflected a decision to increase schedule flexibility. The sample used in this study after all selection rules were applied consisted of 7,837 women and 10,846 men.
Variables
The dependent variable is coded 1 if the respondent answered yes, and 0 otherwise, to the question: Do you have flexible work hours that allow you to vary or make changes in the time you begin and end work? Several independent variables are included to account for variations in personal, family, and employment characteristics. Personal characteristics include age, race, and education of the worker. Family characteristics are measured as the number of household members, presence and age of youngest child, and household income. Finally, region, occupation, proportion of females in occupation, and public/private sector are the work characteristics. Measurement of these variables is detailed in Table 1 .
Age. Older workers generally have more work experience. Work experience can translate into greater job autonomy, including the ability to set one's own flexible work schedule. The relationship between work experience and flextime use may be limited to men, however. Older cohorts of women workers have typically encountered a greater experience penalty than newer cohorts of workers; thus, older women may in fact have less flexibility in setting their work schedules. Younger workers may be more likely to have young children and hence have a greater need to use alternative work schedules to meet work and family demands. When age of the youngest child is controlled, however, a positive association between age and flextime use is expected.
Race. Non-Hispanic White women and men are probably more likely to work a flexible work schedule, as non-Hispanic Whites generally have an advantaged position in the labor market. This advantage can translate into higher earnings, more authority, and perhaps greater opportunity to work a flexible schedule.
Education. Workers with more education are expected to be more likely to use flextime. Such workers may have greater knowledge of flexible work arrangements, may be more effective in communicating their need or desire to work such a schedule, and may be in authority positions that give them the ability to set such a schedule.
Number of household members. Workers in larger households may have more domestic time demands (e.g., child care, elder care) than other workers. Hence, both married men and women in larger households are expected to be more likely to use flextime.
Presence of child/age of youngest child. Parents with young children rate flextime as an important family-supportive workplace policy (Frone & Yardley, 1996) and are more likely to indicate they would change jobs to have access to flextime (Galinsky et al., 1996) . It is hypothesized, therefore, that workers with young children will be more likely to use flextime than workers with no children, as they will have a greater need to balance work-family conflict through a flexible schedule.
Annual household income. Annual household income is included to account for a household's ability to purchase labor and services to replace own household production. Higher income households can purchase labor and services that ease the double burdens of work and family, reducing need for flextime schedules to meet family-related demands. Lower income households, in contrast, may trade off income in exchange for greater flexibility in work arrangements.
Region. Regional differences are hypothesized to exist in the type and number of firms amenable to flexible work schedules. Glass and Estes (1997) note that smaller firms are less likely to have formal policies for alternative work schedules. Because the South has smaller average firm size as compared with other regions, it was expected that firms in the South would be less likely to offer flextime. In contrast, 88 FAMILY AND CONSUMER SCIENCES RESEARCH JOURNAL firms in the West are often perceived as relatively younger, more apt to be innovative, risk-taking, and willing to offer employees alternative work schedules to attract the best and brightest workers.
Occupation. As the existing literature indicates, people employed in managerial and professional occupations are expected to be more likely to use flextime than will workers in manufacturing or service jobs. Managerial and professional occupations provide more opportunities for worker autonomy and hence more opportunities to work a flexible schedule.
Percentage female in occupation. This variable assesses the degree to which women are overrepresented in a given occupation. Each occupation reported by survey respondents was assigned a number that represented the percentage of women employed in that occupation. The percentage figures corresponding to each occupation were calculated from the 1990 Census Equal Employment Opportunity file. For example, 95% of registered nurses are female. Thus, for the registered nurses in the sample, the variable percentage female in occupation would be .95.
Previous research has demonstrated that female-dominated occupations offer lower wages, less prestige, and fewer opportunities for workplace authority than do male-dominated occupations (Reskin & Padavic, 1994) . Although flextime is a policy that may disproportionately aid women as they balance work and family demands, workers employed in female-dominated occupations may have less access to flextime. That is, the gender composition of the occupation reflects the supply of flextime. To the degree that flextime is an extra benefit or reward provided by employers, it is likely that the occupations women hold will not fall under the umbrella of such benefits, as feminized occupations typically receive fewer extrinsic rewards.
Public/private sector. The Federal Employees Flexible and Compressed Work Schedules Act of 1978 gave federal government employees greater access to flexible work schedules as compared with other government or private sector employees. Given the existence of federal legislation supporting the use of alternative work schedules, federal public sector workers are expected to be more likely to use flextime than other workers are.
LOCAL FIRM ALTERNATIVE WORK ARRANGEMENTS SURVEY
Data
As noted, the CPS only provides information on flextime, which is but one type of alternative work arrangement. To better understand the reasons why workers use various alternative work arrangements and their evaluations of such workplace policies, a survey was developed and administered to employees of a large midwestern service-based firm who currently use alternative work arrangements. Alternative work arrangements offered by this company include job sharing, flextime, compressed workweek, and telecommuting (i.e., flexiplace). The survey obtained demographic information and asked employees why they used an alternative work schedule and if the experience had been positive or negative.
Sample
The survey was given only to those employees who, according to human resources staff, were using an alternative work arrangement. Of the 819 employees of the firm, 417 used an alternative work schedule. The response rate of 56% represented 235 usable surveys returned. Results reported here focus on the 146 married participants (111 women and 35 men). Because the business surveyed was predominately female, the relatively low number of men in the sample was not a surprise. These individuals are not necessarily married to someone in the sample.
Variables
Demographic questions regarding gender, education, and annual household income were structured similar to those used in the CPS (see Table 1 ). Age categories were used to protect employee anonymity and encourage report of the information. To indicate occupation, employees were asked to check which category best described their job: professional, management, clerical/technical, or other. These occupational categories reflect the nature of the business surveyed. Consequently, they are narrower in scope than the occupations reported in the national CPS data.
Questions about race, ethnicity, and household size were excluded to help protect respondent anonymity. The business surveyed was not racially or ethnically diverse. Because virtually all respondents were White, those who indicated a different race or ethnicity could be easily identified. Similarly, knowledge of household size, when coupled with knowledge of other demographic characteristics, might identify some respondents, especially those who had larger than average households.
Employees were asked to indicate which alternative work arrangement they used: job sharing, flextime, compressed workweek, or flexiplace. At this firm, job sharing occurs when two employees fill one full-time position. Flextime refers to working hours other than the firm's traditional schedule while still covering a basic core time. Compressed workweek means employees work four 10-hour days or nine days with one day off in a 2-week time period. Telecommuting involved connecting to work from home via computer.
A list of reasons why an alternative work arrangement would be chosen was developed based on existing research and the nature of the business being surveyed. This list included child care, elder care, children's school schedule, exercise/recreation, commuting, I work better in the morning, I work better later in the day, family obligations, continuing education, health/medical appointments, employer needs, personal needs, and other. Employees were asked to check all items that applied and to specify items classified as "other." 3 Several open-ended questions were asked to obtain more detail about employee evaluations of such schedules. These questions were: What is it about an alternative work schedule that you like better than a traditional work schedule? Has the use of an alternative work schedule been a positive or negative experience? What other comment do you have to add about your alternative work schedule?
EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS
To obtain a descriptive profile of employed married workers, the sample drawn from the national CPS data was divided by gender into those who did and did not work flextime. Within each gender group, chi-square and t tests were used to identify significant differences in the personal, family, and work characteristics of those who did and did not use flextime.
The national CPS data were also used to examine gender differences in the factors associated with flextime. A logistic regression model was used that included an indicator variable for gender (where female = 1 and male = 0) and interacted gender with all other explanatory variables. Significant interaction effects indicated there were gender differences in the determinants of flextime use. The log odds coefficients, standard errors, and odds ratios are reported. The log odds coefficients measure the change in the log odds given a one unit change in the independent variable. Odds are easier to interpret than log odds, however. To find the effect that personal, family, and work characteristics had on the odds of flextime use, the exponent or antilogarithm of each logistic regression coefficient was computed. For the exponentiated coefficients, a coefficient greater than 1 increases the odds whereas a coefficient less than 1 decreases the odds. A coefficient equal to 1 leaves the odds unchanged. The distance of an exponentiated coefficient from 1 indicates the size of the effect. Subtracting 1 from the exponentiated coefficient and multiplying the result by 100 gives the percentage increase or decrease in the odds for a unit change in the independent variable (DeMaris, 1992; Pampel, 2000) .
The national CPS data focused flextime use, which is only one of a number of possible alternative work schedules. Local survey data were collected and examined to learn if there were gender differences in the characteristics of married workers who used job sharing, compressed workweeks, or telecommuting in addition to flextime.
DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS
Descriptive Analysis of National CPS Data on Flextime: Worker Profile Table 2 reports differences by gender in the average personal, family, and work characteristics of those who worked a flexible schedule and those who did not. For both married women and men, a significantly larger proportion of flextime workers were White, had relatively higher levels of education and income, smaller household size, and residence in the Midwest or the West. Among employed married women, a significantly larger proportion of those using a flextime schedule had a preschool-age child and worked as a manager or professional or in technical, sales, or administrative support in either the federal government or private sector. In contrast, for employed married men neither presence of children nor federal government employment made a significant difference in flextime use. Interestingly, work in a female-dominated occupation was less likely to be associated with having a flexible work schedule for married women but more likely to be associated with having a flexible work schedule for married men.
Role of Characteristics in Use of Alternative Work Schedules: Evidence From the National and the Local Survey
Results of the logistic regression analysis of the national CPS data on flextime use are reported in Table 3 . A likelihood ratio test of the restrictions supported use of the gender interaction model. Findings from the local survey are reported in Tables 4 and 5 . To facilitate broader understanding of the relationship between personal, family, and work characteristics and participation in an alternative work schedule, this section details findings from both surveys.
Personal Characteristics
Personal characteristics consisted of age, race, and education. Age was not a significant factor in use of an alternative work schedule. In the national survey, the mean age of married workers was 41. In the local survey, the modal age category for married women workers was 35 to 39, whereas for married male workers it was 30 to 34. Clearly, both surveys captured a predominately midlife sample. Thus, it could be assumed that the workers surveyed faced similar life-cycle events and challenges. Racial and ethnic differences were assessed only in the national survey. As seen in Table 3 , there was no significant gender difference in the effects of race or ethnicity on flextime use. For either gender, being Hispanic or non-Hispanic Black was associated with significantly lower odds of working a flexible schedule as compared to being non-Hispanic White. Thus, the expectation that non-Hispanic Whites would be significantly more likely to work a flextime schedule was supported.
Overall, for both genders, higher education was systematically related to greater use of flextime as expected (see Table 3 ). Multivariate analysis of the national CPS data indicted that, for both women and men, any level of education beyond high school results in greater odds of flextime use. Gender differences in odds of flextime use were noted only for workers with a bachelor's degree. Men with a bachelor's degree were about 50% more likely to use flextime than men with a high school degree. The odds of flextime use for women with a bachelor's degree were about 20% higher than those for women with a high school degree.
Local survey results for education differed from those obtained in the national survey, probably due to the nature of the business surveyed (see Table 4 ). Many of the women using an alternative work schedule were employed in occupations that did not require education beyond high school. Many of the men who worked an alternative work schedule, in contrast, were employed in occupations that required a college degree. Thus, it was not surprising that significantly more married female workers had only a high school education, whereas significantly more married male workers had a college degree. Taken together, results of both surveys suggest that, in some settings, higher education levels may indeed be associated with greater autonomy and ability to set one's own schedule. But lower levels of education may not always limit access to an alternative work schedule.
Family Characteristics
Household size, presence and age of the youngest child, and household income are family characteristics thought to influence use of an alternative work schedule. Household size was assessed only in the national survey. Results contrary to expectations were obtained. Larger household size was associated with significantly lower not higher odds of flextime use among employed married women and men (see Table 3 ). It may be that in larger families, other family members besides the worker surveyed managed family demands. Given the use of flextime as a way to negotiate competing work and family demands, the presence of children was expected to be associated with use of an alternative work schedule. Multivariate analysis of the national data indicated that compared to married women with no children, married women whose youngest child is under age 6 have greater odds of working a flexible schedule. All else being equal, having an older child does not significantly affect the odds of flextime use for married women and having a child of any age does not significantly affect the odds for married male employees (see Table 3 ). In the local survey, no significant difference was found in the presence or age of children for either gender among those who worked a flexible or other alternative work schedule. Still, it is interesting to note that the married men in the local survey were slightly more likely to have a child less than age 17 in the home (see Table 4 ).
Individuals residing in households with high income were expected to be less likely to use flextime, all else being equal. High-income households can purchase the time of other people to care for children, run errands, and do household maintenance. However, contrary to expectations, individuals with household income below $75,000 (except < $10,000) have significantly lower odds of flextime use compared with individuals with household income of $75,000 and above. That is, those individuals in high-income households are more likely to use flextime (see Table 3 ). Perhaps the high household income is positively correlated with high personal income and therefore reflects the work position of the respondent. Thus, individuals with high income may have higher autonomy and control in the workplace. In the local survey, no significant difference in annual household income levels was found between female and male married workers who used an alternative work schedule (see Table 4 ).
Work Characteristics
It would be helpful to know if the employees in the national survey had been offered an alternative work schedule and declined it or wanted one when it was not offered. In the absence of this type of information, information about occupation, public or private sector employment, region, and percentage female in occupation was used to control as best as possible for work-related differences in access to flextime. Because the local data were obtained from one employer in a female-dominated industry, only gender difference in occupation was assessed among the workers who used flextime or other alternative work schedules at that workplace.
Analysis of national survey data indicated that for both men and women, employment in labor or production occupations was associated with lower odds of flextime use as compared with employment in managerial or professional occupations. Certainly, the demands of the job would make it easier for managers or professionals to set their own hours than, say, people who worked as laborers on an assembly line or road crew. Gender differences were noted for the other two large occupation groups. Men employed in technical, sales, or administrative support positions were 17% less likely to have a flexible schedule as compared to men working in managerial or professional occupations. Women employed in technical, sales, or administrative support positions were about 8% more likely to work a flexible schedule as compared with women employed in managerial or professional occupations. Likewise, men employed in service occupations were 65% less likely to have a flexible schedule as compared with men in managerial or professional occupations. Women employed in service occupations were 7% more likely to work a flexible schedule as compared with women employed in managerial or professional occupations (see Table 3 ). In the local survey of alternative work schedule users, a greater proportion of women were employed in clerical or technical occupations while a greater proportion of men were employed in professional occupations (see Table 5 ). This finding generally supports the results from the national survey.
Given the federal legislation supporting flexible work schedules for federal government workers, it was no surprise that state and local government workers were less likely to have such schedules. Gender differences were noted. Men who were state and local government employees were 37% less likely use flextime than male federal government workers. Women employed by state and local government were 97% less likely to use flextime as compared with women working for the federal government. Men employed in the private sector were 40% more likely to work a flextime schedule as compared with men employed by the federal government. Women employed in the private sector were 67% less likely to use flextime as compared with women employed by the federal government (see Table 3 ). The hypothesis that regional differences in flextime use exist was supported. For both genders, greater odds of flextime use were associated with living in the West as compared with the South, whereas lower odds were associated with living in the Northeast (see Table 3 ).
The percentage female in an occupation was assessed only with the national data. All else equal, the odds of working a flexible work schedule decreased for both genders as the proportion of females in the occupation increased (see Table 3 ). This result supports the suggestion made earlier that predominately female occupations may offer fewer extrinsic rewards, including flextime.
In sum, some gender differences were found in the personal, family, and work characteristics associated with use of an alternative work schedule. The national survey and the local survey gave slightly different pictures, however. In the national survey, some aspect of personal, family, and work characteristics mattered. Gender differences were noted for having a bachelor's degree; having a young child; and working in technical, sales, administrative support or service occupations; and for class of worker. In the local survey, the few significant gender differences in characteristics of married workers who had an alternative work schedule focused on personal and work characteristics.
USE AND EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE WORK SCHEDULES REPORTED IN THE LOCAL SURVEY
The local survey focused only on the workers at one serviceoriented business who had an alternative work schedule. Therefore, it is not possible to compare characteristics of those who do and do not have such schedules as was done with the data from the national survey. Gender differences in the use of alternative work schedules can be examined from two vantage points, however. One, do married women give different reasons for using an alternative work schedule as compared with married men? Two, if various types of alternative work schedules are viewed as strategies for meeting family, personal, and work demands, do the strategies used by married women differ from those used by married men? Gender differences in evaluation of their alternative work schedules can also be examined.
Gender Differences in Reasons Given for Working an Alternative Work Schedule
Married workers used alternative work schedules to meet a wide variety of demands related to family, personal, and work life (see Table 5 for specific reasons). Employees could choose to check more than one reason, so total responses sum to more than 100%. Findings conform to gender stereotypes to some extent. A larger proportion of the women surveyed as compared with the men reported using an alternative work schedule to accommodate family scheduling. The men, in contrast, appeared more likely to use an alternative work schedule to either find time for exercise and recreation or to take advantage of peak productivity times. Thus, it appears that women are more likely than men to use alternative work schedules to help alleviate pressures resulting from incompatible work and family demands, a main reason women cited for work-family conflict in a broader study (Pleck et al., 1980) . Having said that, however, it must also be noted that a sizable portion of men cited family schedule needs as a reason for using an alternative work schedule. Indeed, for both genders, coordinating work with children's school schedule was the predominate reason among family schedule-related reasons that an alternative schedule was used.
More than one third of married women and men employees use an alternative work schedule to meet unspecified personal needs. Of the remaining reasons related to personal schedule, the women were slightly more likely to cite education, health, and commuting, whereas the men were more likely to cite exercise and peak productivity times. Here again, however, it is noteworthy that a sizable proportion of the women also cited exercise and peak productivity times as reasons for choosing an alternative work schedule. The 1997 National Study of the Changing Workforce found that both men and women had less personal and leisure time now as compared to 1977 (1.3 hours per day for women and 1.6 hours per day for men). Alternative work arrangements can give employees an opportunity for more personal time during the week. Being able to fulfill personal needs or engage in exercise can help relieve stress and improve health and mental disposition, benefits that spill over to all arenas of life.
Reorganization within the company surveyed resulted in the sizable percentage of workers citing "employer need" as a reason for working an alternative work schedule. To better serve customer needs, a large department imposed flexible work scheduling on existing employees. It could be argued that it is inappropriate to classify these workers as using a flexible work schedule because the employees did not initiate choice of the work arrangement nor could they set the beginning and ending time of their workday. However, the hours worked differed from the traditional work schedule, and all employees had to be present for the same core hours of employment. Thus, for these employees, the structure of the work paralleled a flexible work schedule.
Gender Differences in Strategies Used to Meet Family, Personal, and Work Demands
The women used a wide variety of alternative work schedules to meet a multiplicity of demands. In that respect, these schedules gave women flexibility in meeting both predictable and unpredictable or nonroutine demands. Those who used job sharing to reduce work hours reported using the time to meet family demands and unspecified personal needs. This strategy gave them the greatest versatility in scheduling because work would require less than 40 hours per week. The women who chose either flextime or compressed workweeks used those alternative work schedules to meet a variety of demands related to family, personal, and work life. Both of these strategies work well for regularly scheduled events such as a child's school schedule, medical appointments, or an employee's classes to further education. It is interesting that only women reported either reducing or reconfiguring work hours to take care of an elder. Most of these women used a compressed workweek as their scheduling strategy, although a few used flextime. This fact suggests that they may have used their nonwork time to help an older family member shop or meet doctor or other appointments rather than to give the elder daily physical care. Telecommuting appeared to ease pressures from family obligations, personal needs, and commuting.
The men were more selective in both the nonwork demands they met and the strategies used to help meet those demands. Men appeared to use their alternative work schedules to arrange a more structured life rather than to introduce greater flexibility. The men more than the women reported using an alternative work schedule to meet regular and routine nonwork appointments. They also appeared more selective in choosing an alternative work schedule. It was as if an unspoken agenda of the men was to arrange both work and nonwork life in systematic ways to help them maximize what they could accomplish in a day. For example, all of the men who reported children's school schedule as a reason for working an alternative schedule used flextime. Because a flextime schedule typically frees a morning or an afternoon, these men were probably responsible during the week for either taking their children to school in the morning or picking them up in the afternoon. A flextime schedule also works well for scheduling regular exercise, and a large percentage of the men who reported exercise or recreation as a reason for their alternative work schedule used flextime. The men who did not use flextime used compressed workweeks. This strategy was apt to be used for things that were more easily accomplished with a larger block of time such as family obligations or personal needs.
Gender Differences in Evaluation of Alternative Work Schedule
The majority of both genders of married workers rated their use of an alternative work arrangement as a positive (69.9% women, 66.7% men) or very positive (12.9% women, 12.1% men) experience. None viewed the experience as very negative. Interestingly, men were more likely to voice a negative opinion (7.5% women, 15.2% men), but women were more likely to recognize both positive and negative aspects of alternative work schedules (9.7% women, 6.1% men).
In responding to the open-ended questions in the survey regarding evaluation of their alternative work schedule, both married women and men repeatedly commented that they liked their work schedule because it gave them flexibility, made more time for various nonwork activities, and allowed them to fit their work schedule around other important activities such as care giving, education, or exercise. These comments suggest other alternative work schedules share the same benefits that other researchers have noted for flextime (Christensen & Staines, 1990; Ezra & Deckman, 1996; Glass & Estes, 1997; McGuire & Liro, 1986; Petersen, 1980; Ralston, 1989 Ralston, , 1990 Ronen & Primps, 1980) . All of the employees who rated an alternative work schedule as a negative experience had also cited employer need as a reason for working that schedule. Some of the comments made by this group were: terrible for family life, interferes with day care needs, and inconvenient. These comments suggest that workers who do not prefer to work an alternative schedule (but must as a requirement of employment) perceive that alternative schedule as causing problems with work and family balance rather than offering solutions for work and family time conflicts. Stated another way, having job autonomy (the ability to decide which alternative schedule, if any, to work) seems to be a major factor in influencing whether employees rate use of an alternative schedule as a positive or negative experience.
SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS
It could be argued that both surveys tell more about the supply of alternative work schedules than the demand because data were obtained from workers who already have such schedules. It is not known if any worker desired such a schedule but was denied it or declined it when offered. Despite this limitation, the two surveys allowed the question of gender difference in use of alternative work schedules to be approached from somewhat different perspectives. The national survey allowed examination of which personal, family, and work characteristics were significantly associated with use of a flexible work schedule by married men and women. This survey also permitted a comparison of characteristics of those who did or did not use flextime within each gender. Although these data offered the advantage of generalizability, only flextime use was measured. The local survey explored the characteristics, motivations, and evaluations of married employees who shared a job, worked flextime, worked a compressed workweek, or telecommuted to work using computer technology. The local survey results lack generalizability but allow a wider and richer picture of gender differences in the use and evaluation of various types of alternative work schedules than can be seen with the national survey.
Results of the national survey indicated that personal, family, and work characteristics played a significant role in use of a flextime schedule. Family and work characteristics typically motivated use of an alternative work schedule among local survey respondents. Alternative work schedules are considered strategies for meeting a variety of life demands and enhancing productivity; for married women, they seemed to enhance schedule flexibility, whereas for married men, they seemed to facilitate forming structure and routine. In terms of the family-responsive workplace policies described by Glass and Estes (1997) , married women responded to those policies that either reduced work hours (policy 1) or provided flexibility in the work schedule with no reduction in hours (policy 2). Married men, in contrast, responded only to the latter policy (policy 2). For those interested in the development of workplace policies that enhance individual and family quality of life, this finding suggests that a "one policy fits all" approach is not likely to be effective. Rather, married women and men appear to respond somewhat differently to opportunities to structure their days in ways that facilitate meeting a variety of time demands.
Support was found in both the national and the local surveys for the idea that married women bear greater responsibility for meeting family demands. In that respect, alternative work schedules may help married mothers reduce the pressure of the second shift (Hochschild, 1989) . Evidence was also found, however, that alternative work schedules allowed married men to take responsibility for meeting family demands as well. Although the emphasis given to the various reasons differed, both genders used their alternative work schedules to carve out personal time or maximize productivity. Indeed, the gender differences in reasons given for working an alternative schedule were relatively small. Of interest to family and consumer economists is the fact that these findings may signal some changing trends in time allocation among family care giving, household production, and paid employment activities, especially among married-couple families.
Alternative work schedules are a specific example of a way in which the "subtle revolution" continues to challenge and shape the ways personal, family, and work responsibilities are managed. The results of this study suggest that married men and women use alternative work schedules for somewhat different purposes and appear to select the specific alternative work schedule that would allow them to fulfill those purposes. Thus, when feasible, offering employees a variety of alternative work schedules allows them to make reasoned decisions about the demands they choose to meet and the strategies used to meet them. With this choice, employees have the opportunity to manage their life demands in ways that not only increase productivity at work and at home but can also enhance the overall quality of individual and family life.
NOTES
1. The concept alternative work arrangement has also been used by others to describe any nonstandard employer-employee relationship, including contingent, contract, and temporary work (Polivka, 1996) .
2. The firm that was approached welcomed the survey as a means of obtaining information about employee use of and satisfaction with the various alternative work schedules offered by the firm. For this reason, the study focused on those employees with alternative work schedules instead of sampling all employees (i.e., those with and without an alternative work schedule).
3. Only one married female employee specified an "other" item: volunteer activity. Because it was only mentioned once, this use of an alternative work schedule was not cited in the analysis of the local survey data.
